Preface
This essay is one of those efforts that, like the now-proverbial Topsy, just grow'd. It was originally planned out as a research proposal leading to an essay for presentation as part of an educational workshop model in my advanced course on research methodology. Even at the initial research proposal stage, attempting to indicate a tentative thesis, current state of the question, problem to be resolved, tentative outline, and beginning bibliography, it appeared that the essay would, amoeba-like, grow too large and divide into two parts, of which I would develop one for the seminar. Of course, the creation of an outline for a projected essay that, on further reflection, would prove to be too large for a single essay, was a suitable objectlesson for a seminar on methodology! As I focused on the parts, each one itself an intellectual amoeba, further expansions and divisions occurred, but none seemed willing to go off on its own. Out of a proposed short study a monograph evolved. I gave up any attempt to separate out the parts as independent essays and concentrated on developing the whole.
The original idea for the project dates back, moreover, as far as 1999 when I met with the Werkgezelschap Oude Gereformeerde Theologie at Utrecht University and participated in some of the discussions that led initially to the symposium published as Reformation and Scholasticism: An Ecumenical Enterprise in 2001and later on to the publication of their groundbreaking work, Reformed Thought on Freedom in 2010. During those years we debated differing readings of early modern Reformed understandings of necessity and contingency as well as the question of the impact of Duns Scotus and Scotism on Reformed orthodoxy. My circle of conversation was augmented in 2003 by the appearance of Paul Helm's response to the Utrecht group's understanding of synchronic contingency as a foundational Scotist conception intrinsic to Reformed orthodox formulations of the doctrine of human free choice. I have remained in dialogue with both sides of this debate and now, as then, find myself rather firmly somewhere in the middle. I have learned much from my Utrecht colleagues and much as well from an extensive correspondence with Paul Helm, but, as readers acquainted with the debate over synchronic contingency will readily recognize, despite considerable agreement with major aspects of the argumentation of all the contending parties, I have come to my own conclusions. Nonetheless, without these colleagues and my ongoing dialogue with them, I could not have written this essay.
The debate over these issues is itself important to the understanding of traditional approaches to human free choice in its relation to the divine knowledge and will and to the understanding of the Reformed tradition in its Reformation and orthodox-era developments. The question of freedom, contingency, and necessity lends itself to a focused examination of the thought of the Reformers and the Reformed orthodox on a much-controverted topic. It also offers a window into the ancient and medieval backgrounds of the question, into patterns of reception of that older heritage in and by the Reformed tradition, and into the discussion of which elements and which interpretation of those elements of the heritage, whether Aristotelian, Thomist, or Scotist, were adapted for use among the Reformed.
There are, of course, two fundamentally different ways to approach this material and these questions-a positive philosophical approach and an objectivistic historical one. If the questions are addressed from a positive philosophical approach, the task of the contemporary writer would be to assess the success or lack thereof of the philosophical arguments found in the sources. By way of example, if Thomas Aquinas or Francis Turretin were found to argue both a divine willing of all things and a human capacity for genuinely free choice, the philosophical task would be to analyze and pass judgment on the success of their attempt to do justice to both aspects of the question, the divine and the human, presumably on the basis of modern philosophical methods and assumptions. If, however, the questions are addressed in a historical manner, the task of the contemporary writer would be to identify and analyze the arguments in their original form and context for the sake of clarifying the intention of the original author, without forming any judgment as to the ultimate success of his argument for a modern audience-given that the criteria for forming such a judgment would be modern criteria that do not belong to the historical materials. By way of the same example of Aquinas and Turretin, the historical issue to be addressed is whether these thinkers did or did not propose arguments concerning divine willing and human freedom, how those arguments functioned given the criteria of their author's own era, and how the arguments contributed to a tradition of argumentation on their particular subject.
In what follows I will take the latter approach, viewing the subject historically, beginning with the question of Aristotle's role in the traditionary discussion, looking to the reception of Aristotle in the Middle Ages with specific reference to Aquinas and Scotus, and then passing on to an examination of early modern Reformed thought. Inasmuch as what follows is an exercise in intellectual history, I do not begin with a priori assumptions concerning what must be true either philosophically or theologically about necessity, contingency, and free choice. My sole interest is in analyzing what the sources say. I find the modern terminology of "isms" to be imprecise and confused. Nor, in what follows, do I advocate a determinist or indeterminist, a compatibilist, incompatibilist, or libertarian perspective. I do not make assumptions about what Reformed theology must claim-rather I attempt to identify what Reformed theologians have claimed.
(Unpublished manuscript-copyright protected Baker Publishing Group)
It is also important to register what the present essay does not discuss, namely, the issue of grace and free choice in salvation. It does not touch on the perennial debate over monergism and synergism-and it ought to be clear that what can be called soteriological determinism does not presuppose either a physical or a metaphysical determinism of all actions and effects, just as it ought to be clear that the assumption of free choice in general quotidian matters (such as choosing to eat or not to eat a pastrami sandwich for lunch) does not require an assumption of free choice in matters of salvation. Peter Martyr Vermigli in the era of the Reformation and Francis Turretin in the era of orthodoxy offered perspicuous states of the question, noting that prior to the soteriological question of the relationship of human freedom to grace, there were other foundational issues, namely, the nature of necessity, contingency, and freedom in the human being generally considered, and the ongoing freedom of human beings, even in their fallen condition, to choose in their daily existence. The present essay is concerned with those foundational issues.
The issue to be addressed, then, is not whether the views of necessity, contingency, and freedom constitute, in the realm of modern philosophical argumentation, argumentation that offers a resolution of the issue of divine willing and human free choice that fulfills a contemporary philosophical need. Rather the question is whether the arguments found in the works of Aquinas, Scotus, and the early modern Reformed constituted in their own contexts and in view of their own concerns a basis for understanding that God in various ways causes all things to be and to be what they are and, at the same time, created human beings to have freedom of choice. I hope to shed light on the concept of synchronic contingency as well as question somewhat its revolutionary character, to illuminate the relationship of the early modern Reformed to the older tradition, and to describe the nature of Reformed thought on freedom as something other than what moderns reference under the terms "compatibilism" and "libertarianism." I also hope to demonstrate that resolution of the debate over the Reformed position and over synchronic contingency can only occur when the logical argumentation concerning freedom, contingency, and necessity is placed in its proper theological and philosophical context, namely, Reformed understandings of the divine decree and providential concurrence, a fundamental point not registered in the debate between Vos and Helm.
I owe a special word of thanks both to my colleagues at Utrecht, Willem van Asselt, Anton Vos, Eef Dekker, Andreas Beck, and other members of the Werkgezelschap and to Paul Helm for ongoing correspondence concerning the issues raised in this essay. I am deeply indebted to David Sytsma of Tokyo Christian University for a very careful and insightful reading of the whole text and to Paul Helm for a series of comments on a penultimate draft-effort that in both cases have led to significant refinements in my argument. I also am grateful to the many students who have attended my graduate seminars at Calvin Theological Seminary during the years in which I have been working on the project for their careful (Unpublished manuscript-copyright protected Baker Publishing Group) listening and excellent discussion. And, as various footnotes demonstrate, I am also indebted to students whose dissertations and published articles have contributed to my own knowledge of the field. As always, the librarians at the Meeter Center and Hekman Library have been of considerable assistance and, more recently, my colleagues in the gathering of PRDL, the Post-Reformation Digital Library, without the resources of which many of the early modern volumes cited in the following pages would not have been readily available.
As a final note, although scholarly discussion has moved beyond the initial encounter between Vos and Helm, I register my surprise at the absence of a broader debate among scholars over the issues raised by Reformed Thought on Freedom, at the same time that the book and its arguments for use of the language of synchronic contingency among the early modern Reformed have created some stir in the typically uninformed and jejune world of internet bloggers and self-publishers. There is, after all, a significant body of scholarship on synchronic contingency and related subjects among medieval theologians and philosophers-and it is surprising that the careful and detailed work of Vos and his associates to show the connections between early modern Reformed thought and its medieval backgrounds has not resulted in the development of a body of literature on the early modern situation approaching the density of the medieval scholarship.
In my preparatory research for what follows I have used several online databases and what I would describe as legitimate, academically credible resources. Rather than heap confusion on confusion and appear to be granting an undeserved credibility to their arguments and assertions, I have not cited the bloggers and selfpublishers-although, given these comments, they may conclude that I am aware of their existence. Studies of the older Reformed theology, whether of Calvin or of "Calvinism," particularly when the early modern debates over Arminius, Arminianism, and other forms of synergistic theology have been the focus of investigation, have quite consistently identified Reformed theology as a form of determinism. In the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries, when the modern term "determinism" was not yet coined, debate over the Reformed understandings of predestination led early on to the accusations that Calvin and later Reformed writers taught a doctrine of Stoic fatalism and identified God as the author of sin-which, of course, they denied. Beginning in the late seventeenth and continuing into the eighteenth century, the language of the debate began to change with the alterations of philosophical language and Reformed theology came to be seen by its adversaries as a form of determinism, even though the philosophical underpinnings of the Reformed orthodox formulations concerning necessity, contingency, and freedom did not coincide with the philosophical assumptions of determinists of the era in the lineage of Hobbes or Spinoza.
The debate became significantly more complex as some Reformed thinkers of the eighteenth century adopted the premises of the new rationalist and mechanical philosophies and argued overtly in favor of a deterministic reading of Reformed doctrine.
1 The thought of Jonathan Edwards is paradigmatic of this new deter-minism, 2 and to the extent that Edwards has been identified as a "Calvinist," his work accounts for much of the more recent identification of Reformed theology as deterministic.
The historiographical problem was complicated even further by the work of Alexander Schweizer, Heinrich Heppe, and J. H. Scholten in the nineteenth century, when predestination was identified as a central dogma from which Reformed theologians deduced an entire system.
3 Among these writers, Schweizer also held that secondary causality was so subsumed under God's primary causality as to leave God the only genuine actor or mover. Schweizer's deterministic interpretation not only of Calvin but also of later Reformed orthodoxy was conflated with Heppe's use of Beza's Tabula praedestinationis as the outline of a theological system, yielding a view of scholastic Reformed orthodoxy as a highly philosophical and thoroughly deterministic system, ultimately becoming a prologue to, if not a form of, early modern rationalism.
4
The actual reception and use of philosophy by the Protestant scholastics has been little examined by this older scholarship and, when examined, presented in a rather cursory manner often accompanied by highly negative dogmatic assessments. cursory examinations have often operated on the assumption that Protestant scholasticism can be identified simplistically as an Aristotelian-Thomistic inheritance. This inheritance has, moreover, been associated with the use of causal language-and that language, in turn, has been dogmatically interpreted as indicating a movement away from Reformation-era "christocentrism" toward a commitment to deterministic metaphysics. According to this line of scholarship, whereas Calvin's predestinarianism was offset by christocentrism, later Reformed writers transformed the doctrine by relying on Aristotle and the scholastic tradition, notably on the Thomistic trajectories of that tradition. 6 This kind of argumentation has remained typical of discussions of Reformed understandings of predestination, grace, and free choice. The Reformed or "Calvinists," as they are all too frequently identified, have been viewed as pairing almost dualistically "the nothingness of man" with "the overmastering power of God," 7 and, accordingly, as teaching a fundamentally predestinarian or deterministic theology-whether in utter accord with Calvin's thought or in a further, negative development of it. When, moreover, this determinism has been understood as a negative development, its problematic character has been typically associated with its scholastic patterns of argumentation. (Unpublished manuscript-copyright protected Baker Publishing Group) also been affirmed by various modern Reformed writers who advocate a determinist or, as it has more recently been identified, compatibilist line of theological formulation, often in the line of Jonathan Edwards.
10 These assumptions about the deterministic nature of Calvinism have been absorbed both positively and negatively in much modern literature on the subject of divine will and its relationship to human free choice with the result that Calvinist or Reformed thought has been described, almost uniformly, by both opponents and advocates, as a kind of determinism, often compatibilism or soft determinism-with little or no concern for the possible anachronistic application of the terms.
11
In short, an understanding of sixteenth-and seventeenth-century Reformed theology as a variety of fatalism or determinism, despite early modern Reformed claims to the contrary, became the dominant line in modern discussion. Arguably, this line of thought is prevalent because of the loss of fluency in the scholastic language of the early modern Reformed, particularly in the distinctions used to reconcile the divine willing of all things, the sovereignty of grace, and overarching divine providence with contingency and freedom, not merely epistemically but ontically understood as the possibility for things and effects to be otherwise. In addition, not a few of the proponents and critics of the Reformed doctrine of free choice and divine willing have confused the specifically soteriological determination Society, 33/2 (1990), pp. 189-196, here, pp. 193-195; and, with 
12
More recent work on Protestant scholasticism has drawn a rather different picture. Various scholars have argued a fairly continuous development of Western thought from the later Middle Ages into the early modern era and have argued that there is a clear doctrinal continuity between the Reformation and the later orthodox theologies, particularly when examined in terms of the confessional writings of the era. Typical of these studies has been their attention to the actual nature of scholasticism as primarily a method rather than as a determiner of doctrinal content.
13 They have also recognized that scholastic method was a rather fluid phenomenon with its own lines of development-with the result that the scholasticism of the seventeenth century cannot be seen as a simple return to medieval models.
14 Attention has also been paid to the nature of the Reformed tradition as rooted broadly in the Reformation and as developing into a fairly diverse movement, albeit within confessional boundaries, 15 with the result that a naive characterization of Reformed theology as "Calvinistic" and measured almost solely by its relation to Calvin's Institutes has been called into question.
16
Several of these studies, moreover, have drawn on the concept of "simultaneous" or "synchronic contingency" to argue that developing Reformed theology in the seventeenth century held a rather robust theory of human free choice, in continuity 12. The phrase is from Bruce R. Reichenbach, "Freedom, Justice, and Moral Responsibility," in Pinnock, ed., Grace of God, the Will of Man, p. 291; cf. my comments in Richard A. Muller, "Grace, Election, and Contingent Choice: Arminius' Gambit and the Reformed Response," in Schreiner and Ware, eds., Grace of God, the Bondage of the Will, here, 13. The issue, of course, is not that method and content can be neatly separated, rather it concerns the nature of the method itself and the ways in which it does and does not affect content: see Richard A. Muller, Calvin and (Unpublished manuscript-copyright protected Baker Publishing Group) with various lines of argumentation found among the late medieval scholastics and the early modern Dominicans. 17 Nor ought it to be assumed that developing Reformed theology was monolithic on the issue-among the Reformed there were varied definitions of freedom and diverse appropriations of the older tradition.
18
Identification of the scholastic Reformed approach to human freedom with the compatibilistic views of Jonathan Edwards has also been drawn into question.
19
These differing views of Calvin, Calvinism, and Reformed orthodoxy correspond with shifts in the historiography on the nature and character of confessional orthodoxy, its scholastic method, and its relationship to the older Christian tradition in its appropriation of Aristotelian or Peripatetic philosophy. In much of the older scholarship, the theology of the Reformers has been represented as antithetical to scholasticism and to Aristotelian philosophy and as opposed to various forms of speculation and philosophical argumentation. Accordingly, the rather positive relationship of early modern Protestant scholasticism to traditional, largely Peripatetic, forms of Christian philosophy has typically been presented in equally negative terms on the basis of the twin assumptions that the Reformation set aside the long-standing relationship between theology and what can loosely be called Christian Aristotelianism and that the fundamental recourse, identifiable among the Protestant scholastic theologians of the late sixteenth and early seventeenth centuries, to this older mode of dialogue, debate, and formulation between theology (Unpublished manuscript-copyright protected Baker Publishing Group) and philosophy was little more than a problematic return to the norms of a rejected tradition.
20
Allied to the older view of Protestant scholasticism is the assumption, also representative of the older scholarship, that the philosophical tendency of early modern Reformed thought was toward a form of philosophical determinismperhaps associated with a deterministic reading of Aristotle or, at least, with a deterministic understanding of causality as defined by the standard Aristotelian paradigm of efficient, formal, material, and final causes. 21 Leaving aside the muchdebated question of continuity or discontinuity between Calvin and later Calvinism, the Aristotelian philosophical assumptions of the Reformed orthodox have been understood either as developing and solidifying Calvin's already-deterministic understanding of predestination and free choice or as drawing Calvin's predestinarianism into a deterministic metaphysic.
Writers who argue this negative dogmatic assessment and the related assumption of a clear break with the philosophical and theological past engineered by the first and second generations of Reformers have been slow to absorb nearly a half century of revisionist scholarship that has rejected the sense of a neat dividing line between the Middle Ages and the era of the Reformation. 22 This revisionist scholarship has identified significant medieval antecedents, both theological and philosophical, of Protestant thought in both the Reformation and the post-Reformation eras. It has identified continuities in doctrinal development between the Reformation and the era of post-Reformation orthodoxy, and it has documented not merely the maintenance but also the positive development of the Peripatetic tradition in 20. Cf., e.g., Armstrong, Calvinism and the Amyraut Heresy, [129] [130] [131] [132] [136] [137] [138] [139] (Unpublished manuscript-copyright protected Baker Publishing Group) Christian philosophy well into the seventeenth century. 23 Other recent studies have demonstrated the complex and often subtle relationships between early modern Reformed thought and the varied philosophical trajectories of the era-undermining further the simplistic association of Reformed thought with scholasticism and scholasticism with Aristotelianism.
24
Recent studies of the medieval and early modern language of "simultaneous" or "synchronic contingency," already noted as adding a further dimension to the reassessment of Reformed orthodoxy, have raised a series of significant issues concerning the nature and content of later medieval thought and its reception by Protestant thinkers of the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries. Having accepted the often disputed readings of Aristotle and of later formulators of Christian Aristotelianism like Thomas Aquinas as determinists, they have argued a major moment of transition in understandings of necessity and contingency that took place in the late thirteenth or early fourteenth century, specifically, in the thought of John Duns Scotus. Scotus, in the words of one of these scholars, Antonie Vos, resolved the "masterproblem" of Western thought. Vos has also argued that the Scotistic resolution of this problem served as the basis for nearly all further discussion of necessity and contingency through the early modern era. 25 Vos' interpretation of Aristotle, Aquinas, and Scotus, it needs be noted, stands in accord with the work of Jaakko Hintikka and Simo Knuuttila on modal logic in the later Middle Ages. 26 Beyond this, according to Vos, Scotus' resolution of the problem carried over into Reformed orthodoxy as its central identifying feature-in the words of another contributor to this line of thought, rendering Reformed orthodoxy a "perfect will theology," understood as a Scotistic variant on the tradition of "perfect being theology" distinguished by a more nuanced understanding of divine agency. 27 23. See Charles B. Schmitt, "Towards a Reassessment of Renaissance Aristotelianism," in History of Science, 11 (1973), pp. 159-193; idem, Aristotle and the Renaissance(Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1983 The most significant recent contribution to scholarship on the issue of freedom and determinism in the older Reformed theology is Reformed Thought on Freedom, edited by Willem J. Van Asselt, J. Martin Bac, Roelf T. te Velde, and a team of associates. The significance of the volume arises from the fact that it has taken a different approach to the materials and, accordingly, has quite radically altered the field of discussion. These scholars have argued that the orthodox, scholastic Reformed theology of the early modern era, as exemplified by such authors as Franciscus Junius, Franciscus Gomarus, Gisbertus Voetius, and Francis Turretin was not a form of determinism or compatibilism, nor, indeed, a form of libertarianism. They note that the Arminian critics of the older Reformed theology had argued that contingency and necessity are utterly opposed to one another and irreconcilable.
28
If this Arminian critique were correct, the authors argue, and necessity and contingency were utterly opposed, one would be "forced to be either a libertarian or a determinist." The Reformed scholastics, however, rejected the critique and its premise, espousing a view that distinguished between absolute and relative necessity and arguing full creaturely dependence on God, a contingent world order, and human free choice. 29 The compilers of the volume point out from the very beginning of their study that a Reformed orthodox thinker such as Francis Turretin could state without qualification and without discarding his doctrines of predestination and providence that "we [the Reformed] establish free choice far more truly than our opponents."
30 Further, they argue that the older, orthodox Reformed approach to reconciling necessity with contingency and freedom, follows out the modal logic of late medieval theories of simultaneous or synchronic contingency. , 1992-1997) .
31. Van Asselt, et al., "Introduction, " in RTF, pp. 28, [30] [31] [32] [33] [34] [35] [36] [37] [38] [39] [40] [41] [42] [43] . There are several ways of defining "synchronic" or, as it also has been identified, "simultaneous contingency" and the alternative "diachronic," "temporal," or "statistical contingency." Accordingly, "synchronic contingency means that for one moment of time, there is a true alternative for the state of affairs that actually occurs" (ibid., p. 41). In this account, synchronic contingency may be defined as understanding contingency to be rooted in a present potency to be otherwise (or not to be); and diachronic contingency as understanding contingency to be rooted in a past possibility of being otherwise: the assumption is that according to synchronic contingency, the present moment is contingent, whereas according to (Unpublished manuscript-copyright protected Baker Publishing Group)
As will become clear in what follows, the point made by Van Asselt and his associates in Reformed Thought on Freedom that the older Reformed approach is neither a form of compatibilism nor a form of libertarianism, nor, indeed, a kind of deterministic incompatibilism, but a theory of "dependent freedom," itself occupies a significant place in the discussion. The significance of the point is that it refuses the standard modern paradigm for discussing the issue of human freedom and divine determination and accordingly alters the terms of the discussion itself-over against a tendency to assert the modern paradigm and its terminology and to reduce the argument for synchronic contingency to a version of libertarianism.
Much of the alternative approach to the issue of contingency and freedom in Reformed Thought on Freedom depends on a historical argument that the seventeenth-century Reformed orthodox not only drew broadly on medieval scholastic theology, as has been readily acknowledged in much of the recent scholarship, but more specifically drew on Scotist thought for an understanding of the logic of divine willing, as analyzed primarily in the magisterial work of Antonie Vos. 32 In the account of later medieval thought given by Vos, Duns Scotus' thought on contingency, specifically, synchronic contingency, marked an epoch in Western theology and philosophy by finally setting aside the shadow of ancient philosophical determinism and demonstrating how the radical freedom of God in willing the world guarantees its contingency and opens a place for genuine creaturely freedom. Vos' understanding of freedom and contingency underlies the argumentation of Reformed Thought on Freedom and has, more recently, provided much of the conceptual basis for a study of the divine will by J. Martin Bac, as also for an outline of the Reformed doctrine of God by Roelf Te Velde, and the analyses of Richard Baxter's theology and Samuel Rutherford's ethics by Simon Burton. 33 This reading of the older Reformed doctrine has been roundly critiqued, primarily by Paul Helm. Helm, who has argued at some length and in detail that Calvin held a compatibilist view of divine willing and human freedom, 34 understands a significant diachronic contingency the present moment is necessary in the strict sense that it cannot be otherwise. The modifier "synchronic" is used specifically to indicate a view of contingency alternative to the theory that identifies contingency restrictively with temporal change. (Unpublished manuscript-copyright protected Baker Publishing Group) continuity of thought between Calvin and the Reformed orthodox and, accordingly, has argued both that the Reformed orthodox did not adopt the theory of synchronic contingency and also that the concept itself provides no satisfactory explanation of human freedom and divine determination. 35 Helm's argumentation along these lines relates to his long-held view, in accord with much of the recent revisionist scholarship on the Reformed tradition, that Calvin's thought cannot be posed in a facile manner against later "Calvinist" thought.
36
The debate between the contributors to Reformed Thought on Freedom and Paul Helm is complicated, moreover, by what appears to be a fundamental disagreement over the terms of the debate itself. The assumption of the editors is that the modern categories of libertarianism and compatibilism (with the latter understood in a deterministic sense) do not exhaust the field: the older Reformed doctrine, in their view, corresponds neither with libertarian nor with compatibilist/determinist definitions. Helm's arguments, on the other hand, appear to accept the premise that necessity and causal or ontic contingency, understood as the inherent possibility for things and events to be otherwise, are incompatible and that, therefore, there is no third category of explanation between the libertarian and compatibilist options. As a result, Helm concludes that by denying that the Reformed orthodox were compatibilists, the contributors to Reformed Thought on Freedom must ultimately place the Reformed in the libertarian camp, 37 a conclusion that, as we have seen, they deny.
Helm's approach to Reformed orthodoxy has also encountered historical arguments, illustrated by eighteenth-century assessments and nineteenth-century controversy over the philosophy of Jonathan Edwards, to the effect that a major shift took place in fundamental understandings of necessity and contingency in Reformed thought in the late seventeenth and early eighteenth centuries. 38 These arguments understand Edwards as determinist in the line of Hobbes and Locke, who ruled out genuine contingency in the world order and, accordingly, also, reduced human freedom to spontaneity of will and absence of coercion. Edwards' view of human (Unpublished manuscript-copyright protected Baker Publishing Group) freedom, therefore, is seen to be distinct from the traditional Reformed affirmation of contingency and freedom, which is argued as not limiting freedom to spontaneity and absence of coercion but as defining it in terms of genuine alternative possibilities belonging to the human faculties. Helm's response to this line of argument has been to offer a careful analysis of later Reformed thought, primarily that of Francis Turretin, that indicates a continuity of philosophical assumptions between Turretin and Edwards, with Turretin understood, like Edwards, as a compatibilist who disavows alternativity. 39 More recently, the debate has broadened somewhat to include a proposal by Oliver Crisp that some orthodox Reformed theologians actually advocated a form of libertarianism, or at least that libertarianism is not incompatible with the definitions found in the Westminster Confession of Faith. Crisp states that Reformed theology is "not necessarily committed to hard determinism" and allows for "free will in some sense," hardly a revolutionary claim. He then goes on to argue, however, that a "libertarian Calvinist" will affirm that God "ordains whatsoever comes to pass" but does not either determine or cause all things: some human acts are merely foreseen and permitted. 40 As Crisp recognizes, an understanding of some human acts as foreseen and permitted would fall outside the confessional boundaries of Reformed theology into what is normally thought of as Arminianism and, we add, would probably indicate a notion of unwilled permission that Calvin had explicitly repudiated. Crisp cites Reformed Thought on Freedom as arguing similarly that at least some Reformed theology is not determinist. He then goes on to indicate that "much Reformed theology . . . appears" also "to be consistent with theological compatibilism," at the same time that he identifies both Jonathan Edwards and Francis Turretin as "hard determinists," despite the argumentation of the authors of Reformed Thought on Freedom concerning Turretin, and despite the scholarship that has indicated significant differences between Turretin and Edwards. 41 The resulting impression is that, at least according to Crisp, variant The questions raised by this debate have profound implications for the understanding of traditional Reformed theology as well as for the broader issue of philosophical and theological understandings of human freedom in general. As Keith Stanglin stated the issue in his review of Reformed Thought on Freedom, "This historical investigation issues a tacit challenge to modern Calvinists, especially to those who subscribe to a metaphysical determinism that brings with it intolerable theological conclusions," such as the identification of God as the author of sin and the removal of human moral responsibility. 42 It also, by extension, issues a challenge to the Arminian critics of Calvinism-whose condemnations may actually miss the point of traditional Reformed thought on free choice.
Freedom, Necessity, and Protestant Scholasticism: A Multi-Layered Problem
Contemporary debate over the nature and character of Protestant Scholasticism, most recently over the traditionary backgrounds and patterns of address to the problem of freedom and necessity among the Reformed orthodox thinkers of the early modern era, has developed into a rich and multi-layered field of study, pressing beyond the more general issue of continuities, discontinuities, and developments extending from the later Middle Ages into the Reformation and post-Reformation eras to a series of more highly nuanced questions concerning specific trajectories of argumentation, some rooted in the intense inter-confessional debates of the late sixteenth and early seventeenth centuries; others demanding scrutiny of the scholastic distinctions concerning the relationship of God and world, divine omnipotence and freedom, necessity and contingency as they were used and debated (Unpublished manuscript-copyright protected Baker Publishing Group) in the later Middle Ages; and still others extending through nearly the entire reach of Western intellectual history.
Specifying these questions roughly a minimis ad maximis also yields a series of overlapping scholarly problems, histories of scholarship, and states of questions, several of which have not to my knowledge been previously drawn together. Like the series of historical questions just noted, the state of the question in modern scholarship on the problem of freedom and necessity in early modern Reformed thought is itself multi-layered.
First, questions concerning the relationship of the thought of the Reformers to their orthodox-era successors on the issue of freedom and necessity retain some of the contours of the old "Calvin against the Calvinists" debate. Was the development continuous or discontinuous; which of the first-and second-generation Reformers (if any) supplied the proximate foundations for Protestant development? Did the rise of Protestant scholasticism with its broader access to the older tradition alter the complexion of Reformed doctrine? Was it a formal alteration brought about by the introduction of scholastic method or a substantive alteration in doctrinal content. And, if a matter of content, was this alteration toward a more deterministic or predestinarian model or away from it?
Second, granting the detailed and increasingly specific access particularly of seventeenth-century Reformed writers to the broader patristic and medieval tradition of theology and philosophy, 43 a set of questions arises concerning reception and appropriation. How did Reformed writers access older, often scholastic, patterns of argumentation given their fundamentally different stance over against the tradition from their Roman Catholic counterparts and given as well the varied backgrounds of the earlier Reformers in diverse religious orders, intellectual movements, and philosophical trajectories of the later Middle Ages and Renaissance? What were the theological and philosophical preferences of the various Reformed writers or of the Reformed confessional movement as a whole-was the tendency toward Thomism or Scotism, was it eclectic, and how much did the reception of these currents vary from one Reformed thinker to another? Further, when Thomist or Scotist patterns of definition and argument are found among the Reformed, from what sources did these definitions and arguments come-medieval or early modern or both? Man and Grace (Leiden: Brill, 1975); and idem, "Calvinist Thomism," in Viator, 7 (1976), pp. 441-455. (Unpublished manuscript-copyright protected Baker Publishing Group) Third, with reference only to issues of freedom, necessity, and contingency (albeit recognizing the broader implications of the question), how should the Reformed appropriation of traditionary arguments be understood in relation to the perennial philosophical questions, particularly as represented in understandings of Aristotle and the Peripatetic tradition? To the extent that the question of Thomist or Scotist backgrounds to Reformed thought engages the issue of medieval understandings of Aristotle, how did medieval thinkers understand Aristotle on the problem of necessity and contingency; how does their reception and modification of Aristotle's arguments serve to interpret later receptions of medieval materials? And how, given this long history of reception and debate, did the Reformed writers of the early modern era interpret Aristotle, or, more precisely, how did they receive and interpret the peripatetic tradition? 44 Other questions of similar bearing on the topic could easily be generated. Given the number and complexity of these questions, some must remain peripheral to the main lines of inquiry in the present essay and others will need to be reviewed in a somewhat abbreviated form, with reference to bodies of secondary literature. The whole will, of course, be focused on the questions directly concerned with Reformed orthodox argumentation concerning freedom and necessity, taken in the general sense of the God-world relationship and the doctrine of divine concurrence in matters of natural causality and free choice-leaving aside the more specific theological issue of sin, grace, and free choice.
These formal considerations yield a study organized into three parts. The first part deals with the contemporary debates over the issue of Reformed orthodoxy and philosophy and over the concept of "synchronic contingency" and its impact on the older Reformed theology. The second is concerned with the questions of the reception of Aristotle and the medieval backgrounds, referencing as well current debate over the implications of particular texts on necessity and contingency in Aristotle, Aquinas, and Scotus. The third part examines the early modern Reformed formulations. This three part structure stands in direct relationship to the way in which issues can be addressed: the issue of diachronic and synchronic contingency (and whether the terms themselves are proper applications to the materials) runs through the entire length of the essay, given the backgrounds to the debate in the ancient understandings of necessity, possibility, contingency, and impossibility. Here the issue of non-theistic philosophical approaches to libertarianism and compatibilism can also be raised. The issue of compatibilism versus libertarianism, including the question of the applicability of these terms, arises in theistic form only in the discussion of the late patristic, medieval, and early modern Christian writers.
Inasmuch as these historical theses entail a set of assumptions concerning not only Duns Scotus but also Aristotle and Thomas Aquinas, the essay will also examine the arguments for and against determinist readings of Aristotle and Aquinas particularly as they impact the question of a revolutionary revision of the understanding of contingency in the thought of Duns Scotus. This examination will entail a fairly close look at Aristotle's argumentation, particularly in his De Interpretatione and Metaphysica, as well as at the ways in which these arguments were received in the Western philosophical tradition, notably, by Thomas Aquinas. Given an analysis of Aquinas' thought, both his relation to Scotus' development of language concerning contingency and to the issue of what Vos has called the "master problem" of the older Christian philosophical tradition can be brought into focus. 45 This analysis can then provide a background to what is actually the central historical question of the inquiry, namely, whether the understanding of contingency and freedom found in early modern Reformed orthodoxy arose by way of the reception of specifically Scotistic arguments or whether it ought to be understood as a more eclectic early modern reception of elements of the broader tradition of Christian Aristotelianism, including Thomist as well as Scotist elements.
The main thesis of the essay concerns the content and implications of early modern Reformed understandings of freedom and necessity in the larger context of an understanding of providence or, more precisely, the providential concursus or divine concurrence. The essay will argue that early modern Reformed theologians and philosophers developed a robust doctrine of creaturely contingency and human freedom built on a series of traditional scholastic distinctions, including those associated with what has come to be called "synchronic contingency," and did so for the sake of respecting the underlying premise of Reformed thought that God eternally and freely decrees the entire order of the universe, past, present, and future, including all events and acts, whether necessary, contingent, or free. In this context, it will be argued that, contrary to several of the recent approaches to this issue, synchronic contingency is not by itself an ontology but rather serves as an explanatory language, used in conjunction with a series of related scholastic distinctions, that is supportive of the ontological assumptions belonging to the Reformed doctrines concerning the relationship of God and world, notably, the doctrine of providence. In this context, moreover, there will also be a need to critique the somewhat anachronistic application of the modern language of compatibilism, incompatibilism, and libertarianism to the medieval and early modern materials, 46 just as there needs to be a more contextualized explanation of synchronic contingency, given both the imprecision of the term and its absence from the scholastic sources.
Further, the essay will show that the seeming paradox of God decreeing all things including contingencies and free acts, when placed into its early modern context and its traditional scholastic usages, is not at all paradoxical but rests on a particular understanding of the concurrent operation of primary and secondary causality in the work of divine providence, defined by the terminology and distinctions associated with synchronic contingency. That understanding, moreover, with its paradigms for distinguishing and relating divine and creaturely causalities, identifies both the medieval and the early modern formulations as significantly different from the concerns of the modern compatibilist and libertarian approaches to the problem of human freedom. When, therefore, the older scholastic discussions of divine and creaturely causality and of various kinds of necessity and contingency are placed into this broader theological and philosophical context of providence and concursus, some of the problems raised concerning the attribution of the language of synchronic contingency to the scholastics generally and specifically to the early modern Reformed, notably the complaint that this attribution improperly reinterprets Reformed theology as a form of libertarianism, are set aside and the differences between the Reformed position and the views of modern compatibilists as well as libertarians become clear.
The essay will also argue that the concept of synchronic or simultaneous contingency presented in the work of Vos, Dekker, Bac and the other authors of Reformed Thought on Freedom and his associates should be understood in the context of several rather distinct issues and interpreted in terms of a series of further scholastic distinctions specifically as they are used to identify and argue ontological as well as logical conclusions. Failure to reference these distinctions consistently, indeed, the failure to focus on the entire series of different terms and the distinctions that they convey, can result in confusion and in the creation of unnecessary opposition to the central theological and philosophical points of the Reformed Thought on Freedom thesis on the nature of contingency as defined by the early modern Reformed. Vos sets out various of these distinctions most carefully in his monograph on The Philosophy of John Duns Scotus, 47 less clearly and fully in other (Unpublished manuscript-copyright protected Baker Publishing Group) works. 48 They also appear, in fully developed forms in Andreas Beck's work on Voetius. 49 Thus, the concept of synchronic contingency needs to be understood, then in the light of a reading of such distinctions as simultas potentiae-potentia simultatis, necessitas consequentis-necessitas consequentiae, prima causa-causa secunda, and sensus compositus-sensus divisus, namely, the simultaneity of potency versus the potency for simultaneity, the necessity of the consequent thing versus the necessity of the consequence, primary or ultimate causality versus secondary causality, and the composite sense versus the divided sense-not to mention a series of other distinctions regularly used by the scholastics concerning the divine knowledge, will, and acts ad intra and ad extra. Arguably, taken in a strict sense, only one of these issues may be suitably identified with synchronic or simultaneous contingency, namely, the simultaneity of potencies in a subject capable of bringing about different, even contrary effects. The other issues ought to be distinguished from synchronic contingency, strictly understood: absolute or physical necessity in distinction from logical necessity; simultaneous operation of more than one cause, particularly of efficiencies, in the bringing about of one effect; and the use of modal expressions (composite and divided) to present contraries without violating the law of noncontradiction, the principle of excluded middle, or the principle of bivalence.
50 This is not to deny that there are major differences to be observed among late medieval schools of thought concerning definitions of contingency or that the battery of arguments gathered under the rubric of synchronic contingency are significant to the discussion of contingency and freedom-hardly-rather the point is to require more 48. The distinctions are not as fully expressed in Anton Vos, "De kern van de klassieke Gereformeerde theologie," in Kerk en Theologie, 47 (1996) , pp. 114-120; idem, "Always on Time," pp. 65-67; idem, "The Systematic Place of Reformed Scholasticism: Reflections Concerning the Reception of Calvin's Thought," in Church History and Religious Culture, 91 (2011), pp. 35-39; and Van Asselt et al., "Introduction," in RTF, pp. 41-43 Turrettini," in RTF, pp. 194-196, etc., where, arguably, much background is presumed. 49. Andreas Beck, Gisbertus Voetius (1589 -1676 : Sein Theologieverständnis und seine Gotteslehre (Göttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 2007), pp. 344-358, 403-425; also idem,"Gisbertus Voetius (1589 -1676 : Basic Features of His Doctrine of God," in Reformation and Scholasticism: An Ecumenical Enterprise, ed. Willem J. van Asselt and Eef Dekker (Grand Rapids: Baker Academic, 2001), pp. 205-226, hereinafter cited as "Basic Features." 50. In what follows, I understand "law of non-contradiction" as synonymous with "law of contradiction" and use the former term, indicating that two contradictory propositions cannot both be true simultaneously, viz., at the same time, in the same place, and in the same way. "Excluded middle" is understood as a corollary of non-contradiction, namely, that there cannot be a middle or third possibility between two contradictory propositions and, accordingly, one must be true and the other false. As distinct from these two principles or laws, the "principle of bivalence" references a single proposition, indicating that the proposition must be either true or false.
(Unpublished manuscript-copyright protected Baker Publishing Group) precise definition of the synchronicity or, indeed, synchronicities, that must be identified in discussion of the larger issue of contingency and freedom in the world order.
The distinction between diachronic and synchronic contingency has to do with the temporal identification or indexing of the root of contingency. In the diachronic model, the contingent is something in the present that could have occurred otherwise given past alternative possibilities or potencies. The contingency is defined primarily in terms of an alternate state of affairs that was possible prior to the eventuation of present moment, and, typically, the event or act in the present moment is understood simply as something that does not exist always and is not necessary. In the synchronic model, the contingent is something present that presently could be otherwise given the unactualized but nonetheless remaining alternative possibility or potency. The contingency is identified "synchronically" as an alternate state of affairs that is possible (albeit not actual) in the present moment. According to this synchronic understanding, the language of "not always" and "not necessary" is replaced by a language of "could be otherwise" in the specific sense that, the potency for the opposite remaining present, the opposite of what occurred could occur in that particular moment. In short, the diachronic definition appears to root contingency in past possibility, defining the contingent as something that can either not exist or be false at a time other than when it exists or is true. The synchronic definition roots contingency in the existence of a present potency to the opposite, defining the contingent as something that, potentially, may either not exist or be false at the same time that it exists or is true. Synchronic contingency, however, is not to be understood as violating either the law of non-contradiction or the principle of bivalence: it does not constitute a claim that a particular actuality can actually be other than what it is in the present moment or that a proposition can be both true and false-although it can entail the assumption that contradictory propositions concerning future conditionals are presently indeterminate or indefinite. 51 It needs be noted, without getting too far ahead of the historical evidence, that these views of contingency are not necessarily mutually exclusive-nor, indeed, do they necessarily pose different views either of the contingency of the thing caused or of the relationship of potencies to actualities. 52 Those differences arise from other elements of the argumentation, including assumptions concerning the nature of divine eternity, the nature of providential concurrence, and the nature of the necessity of the present-as consequent or of the consequence-and, more importantly, from the way in which possibilities and potencies are understood in the context of their opposites being actualized. Accordingly, it is debatable whether the two views, as just now defined, invariably propose alternative notions of possibility.
53 They may, in some cases, simply be different ways of expressing the same contingency.
54 Nor, as we will see, does one definition lead to a determinist and the other to an indeterminist or libertarian understanding of the relationship of God to the world order or, more specifically, to human free choice. The compatibility of the two definitions and their relationship to determinism will become a significant issue in subsequent chapters, and it underlines a central question that can be raised concerning the historical aspect of the account of contingency presented by Vos and his associates.
In relation to these definitions, there is an undeniably "diachronic relation" of past, present, and future times that stands in distinction with (but is not necessarily separated from) "synchronic relation of cause to effect," particularly with reference to the interrelationship of primary and secondary causality. 55 When the causal operation of a single temporal contingent is taken by itself, there is a necessary diachronicity of cause and effect, although, particularly in the case of free rational creatures that have potency to more than one effect, there is a simultaneity of potencies to will or not will or will otherwise. Further, when several temporal causes operate to produce an effect in the same moment, there is a causal synchronicity in the course of diachronic relations. When, moreover, the dual divine and human causality in the production of contingents is considered, there is a causal synchronicity. And when the contrary, unactualized potencies of the divine and human causes of the event are considered, from the perspective of the unactualized alternative possibility, there is a synchronic contingency represented by real possibles known both to God and to the human subject and a simultaneity of potencies both in God and in the human subject capable of actualizing alternative possibles. This causal synchronicity in bringing about contingencies understood as conjoined with the concept of simultaneous potencies has, moreover, been argued in several different ways, only one of which is specifically Scotist.
Of course, as already indicated, the terms "synchronic contingency" and "simultaneous contingency" are themselves of modern origin and not so clearly 53. Contra Vos, Philosophy of John Duns Scotus, p. 228 , where he deals with the distinction between synchronic possibilities or potencies and synchronic contingency but also sees this pairing as fully opposed to the pairing of diachronic possibility and diachronic contingency.
54. Wilks, "Use of Synchronic Contingency," pp. 143-144. 55. My usage here is derived from Goris, Free Creatures of an Eternal God, pp. 61-66, distinguishing between a diachronic "temporal fatalism" and a synchronic "causal determinism" but also working to establish their precise relation in discussions of God's "fore-actions" and temporal events.
(Unpublished manuscript-copyright protected Baker Publishing Group) rooted in the sources-a point that does not cancel their usefulness, but that ought to make the user a bit wary of their loose application and of their potential to mislead. In the sources that we will examine, language of synchronicity or, more precisely simultaneity, arises in relation to the issue of a particular rational being having the capacity to will, not will, or will otherwise: the simultaneity in this case is not a simultaneity of contingencies but also a simultaneity of capacities or potencies. This latter language of simultaneity of potencies is clearly present in the terminology used in the scholastic sources. Once placed into its context in Reformed explanations of divine and human causality, the concept and language of or simultaneous potencies will be seen to provide nuanced explanations of contingent and free acts, particularly those that involve more than one free, rational, volitional being-without, however, departing from the basic assumptions associated with diachronic contingency.
One further question hovers around the edges of the research: the question of the applicability of the modern language of "compatibilism" and "libertarianism" to arguments set in pre-modern contexts. The question arises because of the use of this language in much of the scholarship and because of the obvious difficulty that the scholarship has encountered in characterizing traditional arguments, whether from the medieval or the early modern eras, as compatibilist or libertarian. Part of the problem of the terminology is that it is subject to various meanings and connotations-another part, however, is that the terms "compatibilist" and "libertarian," however defined, given the differences between modern understandings of causality, necessity, and contingency, may not be suitable to describe or characterize many of the medieval and early modern arguments. Modern attempts to press the older scholastic theology into the categories identified by these terms can (and has) become quite problematic itself-most notably perhaps in the attempt to interpret the older Reformed theology or "Calvinism" in terms of a modern compatibilist model. This terminological problem, like the terminological problem of "synchronic contingency," will appear at various points in the essay and, hopefully, will find some resolution, at least in terms of early modern Reformed applications, in the conclusion.
Synchronic Contingency: Historiographical Issues of Medieval and Early Modern Debate, Conversation, and Reception
A series of studies of the problem of necessity and contingency in late medieval and early modern Reformed thought have advanced our understanding of the ways in which traditional theologies and philosophies have accounted for the relationship of God to the world order and for the existence of human freedom in a radically contingent world order that owes its very existence to the divine will.
56 These studies 56. On this medieval and specifically Scotist background, see Knuuttila, Modalities in Medieval Philosophy, John Duns Scotus, Contingency and Freedom, Lectura I 39: Introduction,  (Unpublished manuscript-copyright protected Baker Publishing Group) have not only contributed significantly to an understanding of the medieval backgrounds of Protestant thought, they have also considerably enriched our understanding of the inherited technical language used by Protestant philosophers and theologians of the early modern era. The technical language of early modern Protestant theology and philosophy is now recognized to belong to a tradition of dialogue and debate formed by medieval scholastics like Thomas Aquinas, Duns Scotus, Thomas Bradwardine, Gregory of Rimini, and William of Ockham. In particular, a body of recent studies has argued a strongly Scotist cast to Reformed orthodox theology as it developed into the seventeenth century. 57 Nonetheless, the interpretation of Reformed scholastic understandings of necessity, contingency, and freedom along Scotist lines that is characteristic of these studies and their further claim that a specifically Scotist theme of synchronic contingency is the "identifying paradigm" and "conceptual" or "systematic centre" of Reformed orthodox theology has not gone unquestioned. 58 On the one hand, scholarship dealing with the concept of synchronic contingency in medieval thought is not entirely in agreement with Vos' assessment and approach. Several writers have indicated sources and usages of the concept other than Scotus and Scotism. The significance of the concept and its formulae have also been debated, notably in relation to the issue of understandings of contingency and freedom prior to Scotus, whether in the Peripatetic tradition generally, in the medieval reception of Aristotle, or in the thought of Thomas Aquinas. On the other hand, in a very general sense, the identification of early modern Reformed understandings of the God-world relationship as predominantly Scotist is disputed by a line of scholarship that understands the Reformed orthodox writers as philosophically eclectic and grounded in a rather broad background of patristic and medieval materials. 59 The claim of an "identifying paradigm" or "conceptual center" that serves as the interpretive pivot for the whole of early modern Reformed theology and renders it Scotist appears to have problematic affinities to the older central dogma theory or to what Quentin Skinner identifies as a "mythology of coherence" imposed on materials of the past.
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One recent study has shown, moreover, the strongly non-Scotist and even antiScotist direction of Reformed thought on the question of the univocity of being. 61 In addition to the specific point of early modern Reformed thought on freedom and contingency, the applicability of Scotist language of synchronic contingency to early modern Reformed thought has been challenged, most notably by Paul Helm, who has argued that the language itself is confusing, indeed, impossible from an ontic perspective, and (as interpreted by Vos and others) at odds with the assumptions of the Reformed orthodox.
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There are also several approaches to Reformed thought, both in the Reformation and in the era of orthodoxy, that have identified other medieval backgrounds. Beyond this, examination of the highly influential Reformation-era theology of Peter Martyr Vermigli, often viewed as one of the more significant forebears of Reformed orthodoxy, has identified roots both in Thomism and in the late medieval Augustinianism of Gregory of Rimini. 63 Wolfgang Musculus regularly cited Aquinas, Scotus, and Occam. 64 The view of a predominantly Scotistic background to Reformed orthodoxy, therefore, cannot go unquestioned: the roots of Reformed orthodoxy in the work of major second-generation codifiers of the Reformation point toward an eclectic reception of medieval materials.
There is, moreover, an older line of scholarship, often complicated by the problematic dogmatisms of the "Calvin against the Calvinists" theory, that had identified Reformed scholasticism as focused on speculations concerning the divine will, but that had tended to argue a Thomistic background to Reformed orthodox theology. 65 Although subsequent scholarship has set aside the "Calvin against the Calvinists" approach, the identification of Thomistic or modified Thomistic elements as well as a significant eclecticism in many of the older Protestant theologies remains characteristic of much of the scholarship, a point that stands against the more recent claims of a primarily Scotist background. 66 There have also been at least two significant shifts in Vos' argumentation concerning the medieval backgrounds of Reformed Protestantism and the relationship between Calvin's theology and that of the Reformed orthodox. At a very early stage of his thought, Vos had indicated a strongly "Thomistic structuring" of Reformed orthodoxy, beginning with Vermigli, Zanchi, and Beza and extending into the metaphysical understanding of seventeenth-century Reformed philosophers -and understood this as a positive theological development. 67 Subsequently, he has argued a major shift away from Thomism at the close of the sixteenth century and that later Reformed orthodoxy was fundamentally Scotist, having set aside an earlier deterministic Thomism. 68 This shift in Vos' approach to the older Reformed theology relates directly to his perception of a major difference over contingency between Aquinas and Scotus; and it also involves a significant shift in his approach to Calvin. In the first major presentation of the thesis of Reformed views on freedom and contingency, Vos appears to have identified Calvin as teaching a basic, unnuanced approach to contingency and freedom, complicated by an emphasis on the specific issue of sin, grace, and free choice. 69 In a subsequent iteration of the thesis, however, Vos has retracted the point and identified Calvin as a Thomistic determinist over against the later Scotist models adopted by his successors in the seventeenth century. 70 Thus, the argument of some scholarship that Calvin's theology actually did evidence Scotist assumptions ironically serves to counter, not to support, Vos' thesis, inasmuch as the final form of his thesis depends on the juxtaposition of a non-Scotist Calvin with the later renaissance of Scotistic thought among later Reformed theologians-potentially creating an unintended parallel between his argumentation and that of the "Calvin against the Calvinists" school of thought. 71 What has been lacking in the discussions of synchronic contingency, moreover, has been a full examination of the way in which the logically formulated language of synchronic contingency can be connected with a particular metaphysics of divine and human causality and then transferred into a consideration of contingencies and necessities in the real order of things. Specifically, the studies by Vos, Beck, and Bac have tended to argue the issue of synchronic contingency in formulae using modal logic, without pressing the more concrete questions of the application of these logical formulae to the real order-even in the case of their response to Helm's critique. Vos' assumption that the logical language of synchronic contingency and its attendant distinctions in itself implies a particular ontology is, arguably, quite mistaken, given the nature of scholastic method and the character of its distinctions.
Whereas the formulaic discussions characteristic of the work of Vos and his associates have the advantage of offering a clear logical vision of the issues under discussion, they also have the disadvantage of operating somewhat reductionistically, by removing the discussion from broader contexts to which the early modern language of necessity and contingency belong, namely, contexts of providence, causality, and the divine concursus that stood behind and provided a context for the language of the scholastics who raised and disputed the issues of necessity and contingency. This removal of the discussion to the realm of logic, although perhaps suitable in the twentieth or twenty-first century, where epistemology functions independently from ontology, may lose contact with the implications of late medieval and early modern theological and philosophical arguments that presumed the correlation of ens rationale with ens reale, namely, of the logical and the real orders.
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What is more, the way in which the Reformed actually developed this connection between the possible and the actual in relation to a particular construal of providential concurrence sheds light on the issue of the hypothesized Scotism of the Reformed orthodox.
The following essay will endeavor to examine and assess the issues raised in the scholarly debate over synchronic contingency in Reformed thought, particularly as it relates to the historiographical reassessment of Reformed orthodoxy. First, concentrating on understandings of necessity and contingency in scholastic theology, the essay will explore the questions of whether Aristotelian and Thomistic approaches to contingency lapse into a form of determinism and whether Scotus' arguments actually offer a radically new mode of understanding contingency. By resolving these questions, the essay will provide a broader, richer tradition of thought on human freedom than that posed by Vos. In this context, trajectories of thought and the nature of late medieval scholastic debate will be noted with a view to clarifying the question of whether an argument originating in Thomist or Scotist contexts and subsequently absorbed into a diversity of late medieval viae and eventually into early modern Reformed thought ought to be understood as consistently indicative of Thomism or Scotism or better viewed as eclectic.
73 Second, 72 . Note that this purely logical approach is also characteristic of modern appropriations of the Molinistic language of scientia media, the tendency of which is to lapse into possible world theory and to leave aside the issues of ontology and providential concursus imbedded in Molina's work and in seventeenth-century debate. This issue is rightly identified à propos Scotus in Vos, Philosophy of Duns Scotus, p. 296, but not clearly built into his approach either to synchronic contingency in general or to the early modern Reformed. The problem is also evident in Knuuttila, Modalities in Medieval Philosophy; and idem, "Medieval Commentators on Future Contingents in De Interpretatione 9," in Viviarum, 48 (2010), pp. 75-95. 73. Note the complexity of these patterns of argumentation as documented in, e. the essay will address the issues of whether early modern Reformed orthodox thought on contingency and freedom was framed by this language of synchronic contingency; whether this language contributes a significantly new dimension to arguments concerning necessity and contingency; and whether the use of such language in early modern Reformed circles should lead to an identification of the older Reformed tradition as distinctly "Scotistic." Examination of this second set of questions will demonstrate the importance of synchronic or simultaneous contingency to early modern approaches to contingency and human freedom in the context of an eclectic reception of the materials of the scholastic tradition. Third and, admittedly, almost tangentially, the essay will return to the issue of the modern terminology of determinism, compatibilism, and libertarianism to indicate that, among other things, the early modern Reformed (not to mention the medieval) discussions of necessity and contingency contain significant elements that cannot easily be absorbed by the modern terminology.
Otherwise: Contingency and Necessity in Dominican Theology at Oxford, 1300 -1350 (Leiden: Brill, 2004 ).
